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List of Abbreviations
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I interpreter

N number

FTA face threatening act

F female

M male
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LAP language for academic purposes

IAFL International Association of Forensic Linguistics
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Chapter One

Introduction

1.1 Preliminary remarks

Relatively speaking, language enables us to express our ideas precisely or
imprecisely. A speaker usually uses hedges when he/she intends to express ide-
as, attitudes, emotions, and so on. Hedge or hedging is a common communi-
cative resource in language use. “Language without hedging is language without
life” (Skelton, 1988. 38). The notion of hedging has been in the linguistic
vocabulary since the term was introduced by Lakoff (1972) to describe “words
whose job it is to make things more or less fuzzy” (Hyland, 1998b: 1). “If
you hedge against something unpleasant or unwanted that might affect you, you
do something which will protect you from it. If you hedge or hedge a problem or
question, you avoid answering the question or committing yourself to a particu-
lar action or decision” (Collins, 1987). Specifically speaking, hedges are
expressions of “uncertainty” (Coates, 1993), “tentativeness and possibility”
(Hyland, 1996a) or “imprecision or qualification” (Crystal, 1997). Hedg-
es have been investigated by various scholars from different perspectives such as
semantic, pragmatic, cognitive, logic, rhetoric perspectives and so on. This
book aims to account for hedges in courtroom discourse and the way hedging and

related phenomena operate in courtroom context, rather than in isolation.

1.2 Rationale of the résearch

The research on hedging in courtroom discourse is an important aspect of
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the study of vague language and a significant facet of the study of legal
language. Thus, research of this kind may widen the research field of vague lan-
guage and contribute to the study of forensic linguistics.

To be specific, several reasons are considered for conducting the present
research.

First, in contrast to the common understanding, hedges are frequently
used in the institutionalized courtroom discourse.

Institutionalization, as Berger and Luckmann (1967 ) define it, occurs
wherever there is a reciprocal typification of habitualized actions by types of ac-
tors. The institution is brought about through the gradual sedimentation of repeat-
ed actions, which provide a common cultural stock of knowledge concerning
what behavior is appropriate and worthy of praise in this context ( Campbell &
Roberts, 2007: 6). Discourse is language used as a form of social practice
and it is both facilitated and constrained by the social institutions within which it
operates ( Fairclough, 1992). According to Drew and Heritage (1992: 22),
institutional discourse “involves an orientation -+ to some core goal, task or
identity --- conventionally associated with the institution” . In other words, in-
stitutional discourse is characterized by a focus of the discourse participants on
accomplishing workplace tasks. Such a focus on workplace goals should result
logically in a kind of discourse which is factual and precise, and does not con-
tain too much vagueness or ambiguity (Koester, 2007 40). - Courtroom inter-
action is a highly specific institutionalized type of speech event with a “pre-es-
tablished role structure” . Thérefore, as a type of institutional discourse, it
must meet the institutional requirements of providing precise and clear informa-
tion about the crime committed and gaining precise understanding of the case in
trial. It is commonly supposed that precision is the hallmark of courtroom dis-
course, and that courtroom discourse is purely precise, informational and di-
rectly deals with facts and the search for an independent truth. However, effec-
tive courtroom discourse is like any other kind of discourse in that it is interac-
tive; it involves speakers trying to influence their hearers by convincing them of
the correctness of their claims. This not only means that courtroom discourse car-

ries the truth and the speaker’s point of view, but also means that arguments



